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Abstract The condition of the interfacial area and 
interphase region in a nanocomposite can significantly 
affect its mechanical performance. In this research, the 
tensile performance of a POM/CaCO3 nanocomposite, 
including the modulus of elasticity and tensile strength, 
are analysed using different mathematical models and the 
Ansys FEM software. The mechanisms of the plastic 
deformation and crazing of the POM/CaCO3 
nanocomposite were investigated using FEM. 
Furthermore, the effects of interface adhesion and the 
interphase property on interfacial debonding, as well as 
tensile properties, were analysed. The tensile strength of 
the nanocomposite could not be greater than that of bulk 
POM because of the failure which was initiated from the 
matrix. By stiffening the interphase and increasing the 
adhesion between nanoparticle and polymer, the 
nanocomposite’s elastic modulus and strength were 
increased. Two toughening mechanisms, including plastic 
deformation and crack initiation, were observed in the 
POM/CaCO3 nanocomposite. The high interfacial 
adhesion of the matrix to the particles led to the 
formation and propagation of crazes along the extension 
load in the POM matrix. The tensile strengths of different 
nanocomposites were over-predicted by the Pukanszky 
model, while the moduli magnitudes estimated by the Ji 
mathematical model were less when compared to those 
determined by FEM. 
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The incorporation of mineral particles into polymers can 
improve their mechanical properties. The higher stiffness 
of mineral particles can lead to the incremental increase 
of a composite’s stiffness [1]. Micron-sized particles 
usually cause a reduction in impact resistance [2]. On the 
other hand, using nanoparticles can lead to better impact 
and wear performance [3]. Adhesion between 
nanoparticles and the polymer matrix can affect a 
composite’s mechanical properties [4]. Decreasing the 
interfacial strength could cause the interfacial debonding 
of particles from the matrix [5] and, as a consequence, the 
tensile strength of the composite could be reduced. 
Afshin Zamani Zakaria and Karim Shelesh-Nezhad: The Effects of Interphase and Interface 
Characteristics on the Tensile Behaviour of POM/CaCO3 Nanocomposites
1
ARTICLE
Nanomater anotechnol, 2014, 4:17 | doi: 10.5772/58696
Nanomaterials and Nanotechnology
Interfacial debonding can also cause shear yielding of the 
matrix around the particles [6]. Conversely, when 
particles are bonded perfectly to the polymer, this can 
cause the matrix to craze around the particles such that, 
as a consequence, impact resistance is reduced [7-10]. The 
optimum interfacial adhesion strength for a composite 
should be slightly lower than the polymer crazing 
strength. The nanocomposite should provide a degree of 
adhesion that controls the initiation time of interfacial 
debonding in order to maximize toughness. However, the 
interfacial adhesion strength should not be too low so as 
to significantly scarify the modulus and other mechanical 
properties [7]. Chen et al. proposed a model based on 
meso-mechanics to predict the interfacial strength under 
uniaxial loading, and they concluded that the critical 
particle size for debonding depends on the degree of 
adhesion between the nanoparticles and the polymer 
matrix [11]. Zappalorto et al. described the role of the 
interphase region in interfacial debonding conditions 
under hydrostatic loading [12]. Salviato et al. 
demonstrated - for the stiff nanoparticles - how the elastic 
properties of the interphase regions play a prominent role 
in determining debonding strengths [13]. Lin et al. 
demonstrated that the debonding of particles from the 
polymer matrix can increase the impact energy, even 
though the tensile strength declined [14]. Zhang et al. 
employed different nanoparticle surface modifiers in 
PA66 nanocomposites. The increase in the glass transition 
temperature indicated a stronger interaction between the 
nanoparticles and the matrix, and this led to the 
increment in the tensile strength of the nanocomposites 
[15]. Wang et al. showed experimentally that there is an 
interphase region in nanocomposites which is stronger 
than the polymer matrix and which has a significant 
effect on the mechanical properties of the nanocomposites 
[16]. The large interfacial area between a nanoparticle and 
the polymer matrix elevates the crystal nucleation of the 
polymer in a thin interphase region around the particle 
[16]. The existence of an interphase region with a higher 
strength and modulus than the polymer matrix would 
cause the composites to have superior mechanical 
properties [17]. On the other hand, stress concentration 
induced by nanoparticles could have a negative effect on 
the yield strength. Xie et al. showed that nanoparticles act 
as stress raisers, leading to the debonding/voiding and 
deformation of the matrix material around the 
nanoparticles and which can affect the composites’ 
mechanical properties [18]. The dispersion of 
nanoparticles in the polymer matrix could directly affect 
the mechanical performance of composites. Very small 
particles are difficult to disperse, creating agglomerates 
that behave as a large, single particle [19]. Peng et al. 
considered the overlapping of polymer-nanoparticles’ 
interphases for different particle shapes and showed that 
the degree of particle clustering had a strong influence on 
the Young’s modulus of the nanocomposite [20]. This 
result was due to the existence of interlayer regions 
among the nanoparticles. Recently, Pontefisso et al. 
showed numerically that the particle distribution has a 
negligible effect on the tensile modulus of particulate 
nanocomposites [21]. The finite element procedure and 
analytical methods have been exceptionally effective in 
determining the mechanical properties of non-
homogeneous materials like composites. The use of 
numerical analysis to gain better performance in 
composite materials is well established [22, 23]. The 
identification of the mechanical properties of the 
interphase and its modelling procedure both have a 
significant impact on the accurate prediction of 
nanocomposites’ tensile properties [24]. A number of 
efforts have numerically analysed nanocomposites’ 
tensile behaviour using FEM [4, 6, 20, 25, 26]. Dommelen 
et al. numerically compared the mechanical behaviour of 
polymer composites filled with rubber against mineral 
particles and concluded that mineral particles in semi-
crystalline polymers could increase both the stiffness and 
impact energy of nanocomposites [6]. Kemal et al. 
investigated the elasto-plastic behaviour of PVC/CaCO3 
nanocomposites and demonstrated that voiding around 
the particles could enhance the toughness of the 
nanocomposites [4]. Boutaleb et al. developed a 
micromechanical-based numerical model to investigate 
the impact of various graded interphase regions on the 
tensile properties of silica-filled polymers [25]. Peng et al. 
developed a computational model to estimate the moduli 
of nano-reinforced polymer composites by taking into 
account the interface and particle-clustering effects [20]. 
Sevostianov et al. compared various approaches to 
modelling the interface imperfections of fibre-reinforced 
composites and determined a mathematical model for the 
spring elements in order to bring to highlight the 
imperfection between a fibre and polymer matrix [26]. A 
number of researchers have incorporated molecular 
dynamics (MD) modelling to estimate the interphase 
modulus [27-29]. According to Qiao et al., the numerical 
calculation of molecular dynamics can capture some 
structural and dynamical details of the interphase, but 
only at the molecular time and length scale, while 
continuum modelling requires material properties that 
are many orders of magnitude longer [30]. 
 
In the prediction of the tensile performance of 
nanocomposites, the interface adhesion of the 
nanoparticle-matrix and the interphase region around the 
nanoparticle have not yet been specifically defined. In 
this research, the tensile behaviour of POM (Ultraform 
N2320-003)/CaCO3 (Socal 312) nanocomposites was 
numerically analysed by employing the ANSYS-14 FEM 
software. In this respect, the representative volume 
element (RVE) method was implemented; the interphase 
region and interfacial adhesion characteristics were 
brought into account. Moreover, the results of the FEM 
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method were compared to those predicted by 
mathematical models. 
 
2. Mathematical and Numerical Approaches 
 
Mathematical and numerical methods are conceptually 
valuable resources in predicting the properties of 
nanocomposite materials before production. The 
mathematical and numerical models used in this research 
are described in the following subsections. 
 
2.1 Mathematical Models 
 
The tensile properties of nanocomposites, including their 
tensile strength and elastic modulus, were analysed via 
micromechanical models. The modulus magnitude 
depends on two possible factors, namely interfacial 
adhesion and the matrix’s crystalline structure [7]. The 
interfacial strength can have a noticeable effect on a 
nanocomposite’s tensile strength [31]. The incorporation 
of a surface modifier can improve matrix-particle 
interfacial contact. The surface modifier also has a 
nucleating effect, and this may lead to crystallinity 
promotion and, as a consequence, the modulus may 
increase [7].  
 
2.1.1 Analytical models for elastic modulus prediction 
 
Micromechanical models for predicting the elastic moduli 
rarely correspond to the experimental approach because 
they ignore the interphase layer around a nanoparticle. 
These models mostly include parameters such as particles 
volume fraction, polymer matrix and filler moduli. A 
number of researchers have suggested analytical models 
to calculate the elastic moduli of two-phase systems, 
including the Enistein [32], Guth [33] and Mooney [33] 
models, as described respectively by equations (1)-(3). 
These all assume perfect bonding between the containing 
phases as well as the absence of interaction among 
adjacent particles: 
 
Ec/Em= 1+2.5Vp             (1) 
Ec/Em= 1+2.5Vp+ 14.1Vp2     (2) 
Ec/Em = exp[(2.5Vp)/(1-1.35Vp)]           (3) 
 
where Ec and Em are the elastic moduli of a composite 
material and a bulk polymer, respectively, and Vp is the 
volume fraction of the particles in the composite material. 
 
In order to bring into account the effect of the interphase 
region on the elastic modulus, three-phase models which 
consider the interphase region have been implemented, 
including the Ji [34], modified Lo [35], M-T [36] and self-
consistent [37] models. Among these models which 
consider the interphase region, only the Ji model can 
account for the variation of the modulus along the 
interphase thickness. In this research, Ji’s model, as given 
by equations (4-a)-(4-f), was employed to predict the 
nanocomposite modulus: 
 
Ec/Em = {1-α+(α-β)/A+β/B}-1                     (4-a) 
α ={[(r+τ)/r]3.Vp}1/2                             (4-b) 
β =(Vp)1/2                       (4-c) 
A = 1-α+[α(K-1)]/ln(K)               (4-d) 
B = 1-α+(α-β)(K+1)/2+β.Ef/Em                  (4-e) 
K = Ei(0)/Em                          (4-f) 
 
where r and τ in equation (4-b) denote the particle radius 
and interphase thickness, respectively. Ef in equation (4-e) 
is the elastic modulus of the particle and Ei(0) in equation 
(4-f) is the elastic modulus of the interphase region 
adjacent to the particle. 
2.1.2 Analytical models for tensile strength prediction 
There are many empirical and semi-empirical models 
which have been proposed to estimate the tensile 
strength of composite materials [31]. Most models of 
tensile strength prediction do not consider interfacial 
adhesion between the particle and the matrix. 
However, the tensile strength of a nanocomposite 
mainly depends on the adhesion between the 
nanoparticle and the matrix [31]. The model proposed 
by Pukanszky et al. [32], as given in equation (5), takes 
adhesion between a filler and the matrix material into 
consideration: 
 
σc/σm= [(1-Vp)/(1+2.5Vp)].exp(βVp)            (5) 
 
where σc and σm are the tensile strengths of the 
nanocomposite and the bulk polymer, respectively, and β 
is the adhesion coefficient of the particles to the polymer. 
 
2.2 Finite Element Approach 
In this research, a cylindrical RVE was implemented to 
analyse the tensile behaviour of POM/CaCO3 




Figure 1 Cylindrical RVE
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A cylindrical RVE with an equal height and diameter 
provides the best configuration for accurately 
determining the mechanical properties of particulate 
composites [38]. The determination of the RVE’s 
dimensional conditions requires the establishment of a 
volumetric fraction of spherical nanoparticles in the 
composite. Hence, the weight fractions of the particles 
were converted to volume fractions. The volume fraction 
of a particle in the RVE (VpRVE) is determined using 
equation (6): 
 
VpRVE=(volume of particle/volume of RVE)=(16/3)×(r/a) 3(6) 
 
where, r represents the particle radius and a indicates the 
diameter of the cylindrical RVE. The volume fraction of 
the particles in the composite (Vp) is obtained using 
equation (7) [22]: 
 
Vp= (mp/dp)/(mp/dp+mm/dm)        (7) 
 
where dm and dp denote the matrix and particle densities, 
and mm and mp indicate the matrix and particle weight 
fractions, respectively; mp was chosen to be 0.05, 0.1, 0.18 
and 0.25; the particle radius (r) was taken to be 35 nm. 
The RVE dimension (a) was determined by equalizing 
equations (6) and (7). The characteristics of the polymer 
matrix and filler particle were selected as reported in [39] 







Modulus (GPa) 2.7 90 
Poisson’s coefficient 0.35 0.3 
Strength (MPa) 62 NA 
Density (g/cm3) 1.4 2.7 
Table 1. The materials’ properties as used in the FEM simulation 
 
 
Figure 2. The true and experimental stress-strain curves of the 
polymer matrix
 
The experimental data of the plasticity stress-strain curve 
of the tensile test for the bulk POM (Ultraform N2320-
003) [39] was converted to the true stress-strain curve 
(Figure 2) using iterative trial and error and the weighted 
average method, as proposed by Ling [40], Zhang et al. 
[41] and Joun et al. [42]. The intersections of the true 
stress-strain curve and the slant parallel lines were used 
to define the numerical values of the true stress and 
plastic strain in Ansys.  
 
Three types of RVE schemes with different interphase 
regions were modelled. The first RVE had no interphase 
region and employed the Mori-Tanaka method [28, 36], 
but its phases were not perfectly bonded to each other, 
whereby different adhesion ratios were applied between 
the matrix and the filler. In the second RVE model, the 
effective interface model (EIM) was used and it was 
assumed that the equivalent-continuum interphase 
region was continuous and homogeneous [17], assuming 
an elastic modulus of 3.5 GPa for the interphase region 
(which is relatively more than that of the bulk polymer 
modulus (2.7 GPa)). In modelling the third RVE, a graded 
interphase [25] was incorporated in 10 different layers. 
The layers’ moduli and Poisson coefficients varied 
exponentially along the particle radius between matrix 
and particle using equation (8) [17]: 
 
t=tm+{[1-R.exp(1-R)]/[1-R(f).exp(1-R(f))]}.(tf-tm)       (8) 
 
where: R= r/ri, R(f)=rf/ri. 
 
where t may be either E or ν, such that E represents 
Young’s modulus and ν is Poisson’s ratio. In addition, r is 
the radial distance from the particle centre; rf and ri are 
the particle and interphase outer radii, which have taken 
to be 35 and 45 nanometres respectively. The loading on 
the RVE is defined as symmetric displacement, which 
provided equal displacements at both ends of the RVE. In 
order to examine the crazing and nonlinear effects, the 
large deflection analysis was employed. To obtain the 
nanocomposite modulus and yield strength, the force 
reaction is defined against displacement. In order to 
converge a nonlinear problem, as previously defined, 
simulation parameters comprising the mesh-type and -
size for both matrix and filler were evaluated. 
 
The features, applications and size ranges of the 
corresponding elements are presented in Table 2. The 
elements’ dimensions were chosen in such a way that any 
smaller values would not affect the results [43]. The large 
strain PLANE183 element was used in the matrix and the 
interphase regions in all the models. In order to model the 
adhesion between the interphase and the particle, a 
COMBIN14 spring-damper element was used. The 
stiffness of this element varies between nil to unity, which 


















0      0.05     0.1     0.15     0.2     0.25     0.3 
Strain (mm/ ) 
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Element code Plane 183 Conta 172 Combin 14 Targe 169 
Feature Quadrilateral-8 nodes Linear 3 node Longitudinal spring-damper Shape complexity 
Application Matrix and interphase Interface contact Elastic modelling of adhesion Contact bodies 
Mesh size (nm) 
1.5-4.5 for matrix 
1.5-2.5 for particle 
0.5-1 for interphase 
2.2 - 2.2 
Table 2. Elements features, applications and size ranges used in RVE modelling
 
In modelling the interface, the spring element was 
selected because it could tolerate a certain stress within 
the interphase and particle. The magnitude of 
aforementioned stress was equal to the debonding 
strength of the interface region. When the equivalent 
stress in the interface region reaches the debonding 
strength, the element breaks down and, subsequently, 
the two mentioned phases are separated. The spring 
stiffness values which were employed in this research 
included 0, 0.1 and 1, and were used for non-bonded, 
partially bonded and perfectly bonded samples, 
respectively. 
 
In order to obtain a better convergence in modelling, it 
was required that all the phases existing in the RVE 
model should have a mapped meshing [43]. An example 
of the mapped meshes used for the RVE modelling 




Figure 3. The mapped meshing used for modelling the RVE 
containing a homogenous interphase
 
To converge an exact nonlinear solution, it is also 
important to set the strain rates of the FEM models based 
on the experimental tensile tests’ setups. Hence, FEM 
models of different RVEs with various particle contents 
should have comparable error values. In this respect, the 
ratio of the tensile test speed to the gauge length of the 
specimens should be equal to the corresponding ratio in 
the RVE displacement model. Therefore, the rate of 
displacement in the RVEs was set to be 0.1 (min-1), as 
chosen for the experimental tests for the bulk POM [39]. 
3. Results and Discussion 
 
The Von Mises equivalent stress distributions in the RVE 
models with different interphases and interfacial 
characteristics are depicted in Figure 4 to Figure 6. 
 
 
Figure 4. Stress distributions of RVEs without an interphase 
region and different adhesions: a) perfectly bonded, b) partially 
bonded, c) non-bonded 
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Figure 4-a to Figure 4-c show the stress distributions 
around the nanoparticles for different interfacial 
adhesions using the first RVE model, which has no 
interphase region. The reduction in the contact forces 
between the nanoparticle and the polymer matrix led to 
the interfacial debonding. In Figure 4-a, the stress 
concentration and hoop stress around the particle can be 
observed. Figure 4-b shows that maximum stress occurs 
at the debonding region, whereby it is indicated by a 
circle. This result may imply that the energy used to 
separate the matrix from the nanoparticle is considerable, 
and it may lead to the improvement of the 
nanocomposite’s mechanical properties [4].  
 
 
Figure 5. Stress distributions of RVEs with homogenous 
interphase regions and different adhesions: a) perfectly bonded, 
b) partially bonded, c) non-bonded 
In Figure 5-a to Figure 5-c, the stress distributions are 
shown for different interfacial adhesions using the second 
RVE model, which has a homogenous interphase region. 
Consideration of a homogenous interphase region led to 
the more uniform distribution of stress around the 
particle when compared to the first RVE model. The 
homogenous interphase played a significant role in 
transferring stress from the matrix to the particle. By 
considering the exponential variations of the properties in 
the interphase region (Figure 6-a to Figure 6-c), and 
because of the high stiffness of the interphase region, 




Figure 6. Stress distributions of RVE models with exponential 
interphase regions and different adhesions: a) perfectly bonded, 
b) partially bonded, c) non-bonded
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This phenomenon was also observed experimentally by 
Zhang et al. for epoxy resin filled with silica 
nanoparticles [44]. 
 
Figure 7 shows the plastic strain contour of the RVE 
model for the situation involving no interphase or 
adhesion. According to Figure 7, the RVE is contracted 
plastically towards the particle along the vertical plane, 
which is perpendicular to the tension axis in the 
horizontal direction. This increases the contact area 
between the particle and the matrix. In addition, the 
deformation is propagated in the vertical direction. 
 
 
Figure 7. Plastic strain contour 
 
Figure 8 depicts the elastic strain contour of the RVE 
model by considering a homogenous interphase and 
perfect adhesion. In this respect, the crazing of the 
polymer matrix - which is due to the higher interfacial 
adhesion of the matrix to the particle - is observed. 
Moreover, it is seen that crazes are propagated parallel to 
the extension load.  
 
 
Figure 8. Elastic strain and crazing contour 
According to Figure 7 and Figure 8, the polymer matrix 
could undergo two toughening mechanisms, including 
plastic deformation and crack initiation. 
 
Figure 9 shows the tensile moduli of the nanocomposites 
obtained by FEM and the mathematical models with 
respect to the weight contents of calcium carbonate 
nanoparticles. By increasing the nanoparticles’ weight 
content, the elastic moduli of the nanocomposites - for 
perfectly bonded models - increased significantly, as 
shown in Figure 9-a. The Ji model provided closer results 
to the FEM models as compared to the other 
mathematical models; this was due to the fact that the 
existence of an interphase region was taken into account 
by Ji model (Figure 9-b). The Ji model underestimated the 
results by up to 31% when compared to FEM. According 
to Figure 9-a, although the moduli of the perfectly 
bonded/without an interphase model and the perfectly 
bonded/homogenous interphase model are close to each 
other for up to 18 wt% of nanoparticles concentration, 
they differ when nanoparticle inclusion reaches up to 25 
wt%. According to Figure 9-a, at high level of 
nanoparticles concentration (i.e., 25 wt%), the existence of 
an interphase region considerably affects the 
nanocomposite’s modulus, although the interphase 
stiffness (i.e., 3.5 GPa) differs slightly from that of the 
bulk polymer (i.e., 2.7 GPa).  
 
Figure 10-a and Figure 10-b depict the tensile strengths of 
the nanocomposites obtained by FEM and the Pukanszky 
model respectively. By the incorporation of nanoparticles, 
the tensile strengths were reduced in those models in 
which the debonding process occurred (non-bonded and 
partially bonded). By stiffening the interphase region (in 
those models which were perfectly bonded), the 
debonding process barely occurred and this caused the 
tensile strength to remain constant with an increase in the 
nanoparticles’ weight content. In the second and third 
RVEs, the tensile strength remained constant with an 
increase in the particles’ weight fraction. This was due to 
the failure which was occurred in the matrix region of the 
RVE. The tensile strengths obtained by the FEM approach 
and the Pukanszky model were almost equal at a high 
level of adhesion (Figure 10). At low levels of adhesion, 
the results of the FEM scheme were up to 40% lower than 
those of the Pukanszky model - this can be attributed to 
the formation of a void around the nanoparticle due to 
the reduction in particle-matrix adhesion. The interfacial 
debonding of the matrix and nanoparticle is the most 
effective parameter in determining the tensile properties 
of nanocomposites, as was also reported experimentally 
by Norman et al. [45]. Apart from the tensile moduli, the 
tensile strengths showed significant differences among 
those RVE models which were with or without interfacial 
debonding.  
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Figure 9. Elastic modulus of the nanocomposite against the nanoparticles’ weight-percentage: a) FEM models, b) mathematical models 
 
Figure 10. Tensile strength of the nanocomposite as a function of the nanoparticles’ weight percentage and interfacial characteristics: 
a) FEM models, b) Pukanszky model with different values of β 
 
Both the interfacial adhesion and the interphase’s 
mechanical properties could affect the debonding time 
and, as a consequence, could affect the tensile properties 
of the nanocomposites. The results of the FEM approach 
and the mathematical models indicated that the inclusion 
of mineral particles mainly led to the improvement of the 
modulus. According to Fu et al., the tensile strength of a 
polymer nanocomposite and the load-bearing capacity of 
a particulate composite depend on the strength of the 
weakest path throughout the microstructure [31]. Hence, 
the addition of nanoparticles will not have any 
strengthening effect on the nanocomposite’s structure as 
long as the overlapping of those interphases with a 
higher strength than the bulk matrix has not occurred.  
4. Conclusion 
 
In this research, the tensile behaviour of POM/CaCO3 
particulate nanocomposite was analysed using the Ansys 
FEM software. The mechanisms of the plastic deformation  
 
and crazing of nanocomposite were investigated. 
Moreover, the effects of interface adhesion and interphase 
characteristics on the tensile properties were studied. The 
tensile strength of the nanocomposite could not be greater 
than that of the bulk polymer because of the failure which 
could occur from the matrix material. With interphase 
stiffening and increasing adhesion between nanoparticle 
and polymer, the nanocomposite’s elastic modulus and 
strength increased. The elevation of used energy to 
separate the matrix from the nanoparticle can lead to the 
considerable improvement of the composites’ mechanical 
properties. Furthermore, it was observed that the tensile 
strength decreased in those models in which the 
debonding process occurred. When the interphase layer is 
not formed, the extent of interfacial adhesion between 
polymer and nanoparticle could considerably affect the 
tensile strength. The moduli predicted by Ji’s mathematical 
model were up to 31% lower, and the tensile strengths 
predicted by the Pukanszky model were up to 40% higher 














































































































Nanomater Nanotechnol, 2014, 4:17 | doi: 10.5772/586968
5. References 
 
[1] Wilbrink MWL, Argon AS, Cohen RE, Weinberg M 
(2001) Toughenability of Nylon-6 with CaCO3 Filler 
Particles. Polymer 42: 10155-10180. 
[2] Jiang L, Lam YC, Tam KC, Chua TH, Sim GW, Ang 
LS (2005) Strengthening acrylonitrile-butadiene-
styrene (ABS) with nano-sized and micron-sized 
calcium carbonate. Polymer 46: 243-252. 
[3] Friedrich K, Zhang Z, Schlarb AK (2005) Effects of 
various fillers on the sliding wear of polymer 
composites. Composites Science and Technology 65: 
2329-2343. 
[4] Kemal I, Whittle A, Burford R, Vodenitcharova T, 
Hoffman M (2009) Toughening of unmodified 
polyvinylchloride through the addition of 
nanoparticulate calcium carbonate. Polymer 50: 4066-
4079. 
[5] Zuiderduin WCJ, Westzaan C, Hue´tink J, Gaymans 
RJ (2003) Toughening of polypropylene with calcium 
carbonate particles. Polymer 44: 261-265. 
[6] Dommelen JAWY, Brekelmans WAM, Baaijens FPT 
(2003) A numerical investigation of the potential of 
rubber and mineral particles for toughening of 
semicrystalline polymers. Computational Materials 
Science 27: 480-492. 
[7] Wang K, Wu J, Ye L, Zeng H (2003) Mechanical 
properties and toughening mechanisms of 
polypropylene/barium sulfate composites. 
Composites: Part A 34: 1199-1205. 
[8] Zhang Q-X, Yu Z-Z, Xie X-L, Mai Y-W (2004) 
Crystallization and impact energy of 
polypropylene/CaCO3 nanocomposites with 
nonionic modifier. Polymer 45: 5985-5994. 
[9] Lin J-C (2008) Investigation of impact behavior of 
various silica-reinforced polymeric matrix 
nanocomposites. Composite Structures 84: 125-131. 
[10] Lin Y, Chen H, Chan C-M, Wu J (2011) Effects of coating 
amount and particle concentration on the impact 
toughness of polypropylene/CaCO3 nanocomposites. 
European Polymer Journal 47: 294-304. 
[11] Chen J-K, Wang G-T, Yu Z-Z, Huang Z, Mai Y-W 
(2010) Critical particle size for interfacial debonding 
in polymer/nanoparticle composites. Composites 
Science and Technology 70: 861-872. 
[12] Zappalorto M, Salviato M, Quaresimin M (2011) 
Influence of the interphase zone on the nanoparticle 
debonding stress. Composites Science and 
Technology 72: 49-55. 
[13] Salviato M, Zappalorto M, Quaresimin M (2013) 
Nanoparticle debonding strength: A comprehensive 
study on interfacial effects. International Journal of 
Solids and Structures 50: 3225-3232. 
[14] Lin Y, Chen H, Chan C-M, Wu J (2010) The 
toughening mechanism of polypropylene/calcium 
carbonate nanocomposites. Polymer 51: 3277-3284. 
[15] Zhang H, Zhang Z, Yang J-L, Friedrich K (2006) 
Temperature dependence of crack initiation fracture 
toughness of various nanoparticles filled polyamide 
66. Polymer 47: 679-689. 
[16] Wang H, Bai Y, Liu S, Wu J, Wong CP (2002) 
Combined effects of silica filler and its interface in 
epoxy resin. Acta Materialia 50: 4369-4377. 
[17] Romanowicz M (2010) Progressive failure analysis of 
unidirectional fiber-reinforced polymers with 
inhomogeneous interphase and randomly 
distributed fibers under transverse tensile loading. 
Composites part A 41: 1829-1838. 
[18] Xie X-L, Liu Q-X, Li RK-Y, Zhou X-P, Zhang Q-X, Yu 
Z-Z (2004) Rheological and mechanical properties of 
PVC/CaCO3 nanocomposites prepared by in situ 
polymerization. Polymer 45: 6665-6673. 
[19] Thio YS, Argon AS, Cohen RE, Weinberg M (2002) 
Toughening of Isotactic Polypropylene with CaCO3 
Particles. Polymer 43: 3661-3674. 
[20] Peng RD, Zhou HW, Wang HW, Jr LM (2012) 
Modeling of nano-reinforced polymer composites: 
Microstructure effect on Young’s modulus. 
Computational Materials Science 60: 19-31. 
[21] Pontefisso A, Zappalorto M, Quaresimin M (2013) 
Influence of interphase and filler distribution on the 
elastic properties of nanoparticle filled polymers. 
Mechanics Research Communications 52: 92-94. 
[22] Mallick PK (2007) Fiber Reinforced Composites, 
Materials, Manufacturing, and Design. Dearborn, 
Michigan: Taylor & Francis (CRC Press). pp. 120-121. 
[23] Parker DS, Suet H-J, Huang J, Yee AF (1990) 
Toughening mechanisms in core-shell rubber 
modified polycarbonate. Polymer 31: 2267-2277. 
[24] Cannillo V, Bondioli F, Lusvarghi L, Montorsi M, 
Avella M, Erricob ME, et al. (2006) Modeling of 
ceramic particles filled polymer-matrix 
nanocomposites. Composites Science and 
Technology 66: 1030-1037. 
[25] Boutaleb S, Zairi F, Mesbah A, M. Nait-Abdelaziz, 
Gloaguen JM, Boukharouba T (2009) Micromechanics-
based modelling of stiffness and yield stress for 
silica/polymer nanocomposites. International Journal 
of Solids and Structures 46: 1716-1726. 
[26] Sevostianov I, Rodriguez-Ramos R, Guinovart-Diaz 
R, Bravo-Castillero J, Sabina FJ (2012) Connections 
between different models describing imperfect 
interfaces in periodic fiber-reinforced composites. 
International Journal of Solids and Structures 49: 
1518-1525. 
[27] Smith JS, Bedrov D, Smith GD (2003) A molecular 
dynamics simulation study of nanoparticle interactions 
in a model polymer-nanoparticle composite. 
Composites Science and Technology 63: 1599-1605. 
[28] Odegard GM, Clancy TC, Gates TS (2005) Modeling 
of the mechanical properties of nanoparticle/polymer 
composites. Polymer 46: 553-562. 
Afshin Zamani Zakaria and Karim Shelesh-Nezhad: The Effects of Interphase and Interface 
Characteristics on the Tensile Behaviour of POM/CaCO3 Nanocomposites
9
[29] Yu S, Yang S, Cho M (2009) Multi-scale modeling of 
cross-linked epoxy nanocomposites. Polymer 50: 945-
952. 
[30] Qiao R, Brinson LC (2009) Simulation of interphase 
percolation and gradients in polymer nanocomposites. 
Composites Science and Technology 69: 491-499. 
[31] Fu S-Y, Feng X-Q, Lauke B, Mai Y-W (2008) Effects of 
particle size, particle/matrix interface adhesion and 
particle loading on mechanical properties of 
particulate-polymer composites. Composites: Part B 
39: 933-961. 
[32] Ahmed S, Jones F (1990) A review of particulate 
reinforcement theories for polymer composites. 
Materials Science Journal 25: 4933-4942. 
[33] Guth E (1945) Theory of filler reinforcement. Journal 
of Applied Physics 16: 20-25. 
[34] Ji XL, Jing JK, Jiang W, Jiang BZ (2002) Tensile 
Modulus of Polymer Nanocomposites. Polymer 
Engineering and Science 42: 983-993. 
[35] Dorigato A, Dzenis Y, Pegoretti A (2013) Filler 
aggregation as a reinforcement mechanism in polymer 
nanocomposites. Mechanics of Materials 61: 79-90. 
[36] Mori T, Tanaka K (1973) Average stress in matrix and 
average elastic energy of materials with misfitting 
inclusion. Acta Metallurgica 21: 571-574. 
[37] Colombini D, Maurer FHJ (2002) Origin of Additional 
Mechanical Transitions in Multicomponent Polymeric 
Materials. Macromolecules 35: 5891-5902. 
 
 
[38] Tzika PA, Boyce MC, Parks DM (2000) 
Micromechanics of deformation in particle 
toughened polyamides. Journal of the Mechanics and 
Physics of Solids 48: 1893-1929. 
[39] Soltanzadeh M, Shelesh-Nezhad K (2012) Mechanical 
Performances of POM/CaCO3 Nanocomposites. The 
3rd international conference on the composites, 
IUST, Iran. 
[40] Ling Y (1996) Uniaxial True Stress-Strain after 
Necking. AMP Journal of Technology 5: 37-48. 
[41] Zhang ZL, Hauge M, Odegard J, Thaulow C (1999) 
Determining material true stress-strain curve from 
tensile specimens with rectangular cross-section. 
International Journal of Solids and Structures 36: 
3497-3516. 
[42] Joun M, Eom JG, Lee MC (2008) A new method for 
acquiring true stress-strain curves over a large range 
of strains using a tensile test and finite element 
method. Mechanics of Materials 40: 586-593. 
[43] ANSYS-14 help tutorial (2010), Structural Analysis 
Guide and Theory Reference, ANSYS Inc. 
[44] Zhang H, Tang L-C, Zhang Z, Friedrich K, Sprenger 
S (2008) Fracture behaviours of in situ silica 
nanoparticle-filled epoxy at different temperatures. 
Polymer 49: 3816-3825. 
[45] Norman DA, Robertson RE (2003) Rigid-particle 


















Nanomater Nanotechnol, 2014, 4:17 | doi: 10.5772/5869610
